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is no more firmly established right under the laws
and customs of the United States than that a private
citizen may petition the constituted authorities to redress
wrongs or take lawful action to promote the common good.
In the letter and spirit of that right I venture on this Sunday
in May, fully conscious that I stand in the pulpit of a temple
dedicated to youth and consecrated to God, to petition the President of the United States -your President and my President
- to use the great prestige, power and authority of his high
office to have the United States take the lead in developing the
United Nations into a world government, with a world legislature competent to make laws, a world court competent to interpret laws and a world police competent to enforce laws thus to attain and maintain peace on earth.
On more than one occasion I have felt it a duty to indite
open letters to public men in high office. I have thus addressed,
and not without results, Wilson, Harding, Hoover and Franklin Roosevelt. When Theodore Roosevelt retired from the presidency and was in equatorial Africa, I wrote an open editorial
to him suggesting how he could hunt bigger game than that
found in the veldts and jungles of the dark continent. This
open editorial, as he afterwards told me, formed the basis of
his Nobel Peace Address at Christiania, Norway, where for the
first time he committed himself to the idea of the League of
Nations.
As I no longer edit a journal I ask your permission this
morning to preach an "open sermon," not to you who sit before
me, but to a fellow American who happens for the time to be
the servant of us all. My endeavor will be to utter not alone
my own private opinions, but to voice what I believe to be the
hopes and aspirations of millions of my fellowmen, whether
in America or throughout the world. For, my friends, there is
not a nation, state, city, town or hamlet in the world today in
which prayers are not ascending for the abolition of what
Thomas Jefferson called "the greatest scourge of mankind."
MR. PRESIDENT, no nation on the face of the earth has been
blessed by such a line of chief magistrates as the United States.
All our presidents, save possibly one, have been good men; most
of them have been great men; some of them have been political
geniuses. Yet every man from Washington to you has had the
people arrayed against him at some time during his term of
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office. During the interval between the election and the inauguration of our presidents, partisan rancor has had time to subside. Each incumbent enters office with the good will of the
whole country. Even you, who came to your high office by the
tragedy of death, and not by vote of the people, had with you
the good will of all.
At that time, MR. PRESIDENT, you might have made the announcement that under no circumstances would you seek or accept reelection, and having declared that purpose you might
have asked both parties to forget their differences, at least beyond the water's edge, and work unitedly to bind up the wounds
of the war, and at the same time to work to build up a just and
lasting peace, not only for ourselves but for all mankind. You
did not do this. Perhaps it was too much to expect of you, or
any other man in your position. But you have gone forward as
the official spokesman of your country in foreign affairs, doing
the best you could from day to day in your lonely office.
Now the quadrennial presidential election approaches and you
are an avowed candidate to succeed yourself. I think most of
your fellow citizens believe you will put service to your country and to the world first in your considerations, and will follow the light as it is revealed to you. You have had, still have
and doubtedless will have your critics, your opponents, your
detractors within and without your party. That is the fate
of all men who must lead, whether by virtue of position or of
aptitude. But no president ever before has stood on such a
lofty pinnacle of power as you do today, for the United States
is now universally acknowledged to be the leading nation in
the world in influence, prestige, power and wealth.
You now preside over a federation of forty-eight sovereign
states, the greatest peace society known to history. The only
way you can rise above the Presidency is to ascend into the
international realm and there work for the only thing worth
working for in the international realm, namely the political organization of the world. For peace is the outcome of justice,
justice is the outcome of law, law is the outcome of government
and government is the outcome of political organization. The
United States today, therefore, is the key to the world situation.
You, by virtue of your position, are the key to the United States;
you are the one living man who is most likely to succeed where
others fail.
Look about you. Although we, with our allies, have won the
war, as we did the first World War, the whole world is in fermentation. Everywhere one sees disaster, confusion, distur4
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bance, uncertainty, distrust, and fear. The old social and economic systems are giving way; revolutionary and reactionary
forces are pulling both ways at once. Note the breakdown of
parliamentarism and the growth of totalitarianism which inevitably results in the loss of free enterprise and personal liberty. Never were legislative bodies so unpopular, so impotent,
so supine as today. Out of this chaos Russia rises and Great
Britain declines, two of the most ominous signs affecting the
future welfare of the human race. Man having at last developed
the instruments with which he can destroy the world, you can
depend upon it, MR. PRESIDENT, that he will attempt to do this
unless the power is taken away from him.
Science has invented super-weapons whose destructive powers
are almost beyond belief. The vital question is the custody of
these weapons, for once they are invented they can no more be
abolished than other productions of science. As a result, the
whole nature of warfare has changed. Non-combatants were
once exempt from the horrors of war; today a nation's cities
and factories are the prime objectives of attack. Probably the
safest place in the next war will be the front lines where the
long-range projectiles will be flying over the heads of armies
and navies to obliterate the centers where people most congregate.
Benjamin Franklin, often considered the wisest man that
America has ever produced, said, "After the war the bill comes
in." No world can go through such a tragic experience as the
last two great wars without violent depressions, reactions and
repercussions for years and years to come. To meet the rise
and menace of Russia, our counter-action is not to strengthen
the United Nations and work through it, but feverishly to arm
ourselves against an impending World War III.
It has always been the policy of the United States in time
of peace to support a nucleus of a first-class army, and a large
navy adequate to defend our country until its full military
strength can be mustered. But now we are proposing to go
along the old path of death and destruction trod for so many,
many years by Europe. The American people are divided as
to the necessity of this vast military expansion, as indeed they
should be. Most of our people will support you, MR. PRESIDENT,
in keeping in peace-time a powerful and expanded air force,
which in modern warfare has now superseded the navy as our
nation's first line of defense. Our people will also support you
in your measures to continue to keep our navy, as it now is, the
most powerful in the world.
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But the burning issue now before Congress is whether to keep
a small national army sufficient for domestic troubles, to be
the nucleus of a larger army if war comes, or to embark on
the draft, conscription, universal military service and a large
standing army with all its obvious political, economic and moral
dangers in time of peace. The American people are divided on
this issue and are likely to be divided whichever side wins in
the present Congressional debate.
But, MR. PRESIDENT, more fundamental than the pros and
cons of military expansion is the tragic fact that this so-called
preparation for peace is not really preparation for peace, but
prep(]lration for war.
Suppose the American people grant you the great air force,
navy and army you want. This in itself will not insure
peace; it may even provoke war in frightening other nations
to enter with us an armament race, whose unescapable and inevitable outcome will be the bankruptcy of all save the strongest,
and the moral bankruptcy of that. Adequate preparation for
all nations is a mathematical, philosophical and physical impossibility. The fact is that there is no such thing as absolute
preparedness. That is why the generals and admirals are
never satisfied. All prepared_ness is relative. Preparedness will
undoubtedly make us better prepared if war comes. But when
has preparedness in itself stopped a nation from attacking another, no matter how prepared that nation may be? I admit,
MR. PRESIDENT, that making ourselves militarily strong may
prevent a small or weak nation from attacking us. But where
does history afford an example of even the most powerfully
armed nation ever being immune from attack from lesser armed
nations when the war lust is aroused? Certainly before both
world wars Germany was the most powerfully armed and militarily trained nation on earth, and yet it did not prevent lesser
armed nations from declaring war on her and winning the war.
And so if we become the mightiest military force on earth,
that in itself will not make us immune from attack.
MR. PRESIDENT, I think the reason why people are often
confused over the right and wrong, the wisdom and unwisdom
of preparedness, is that they fail to see the moral implications in the three ways that force can be exerted in international
relations and indeed in human affairs. First, force may be
used for attack, which we call aggression. Second, force may
be used to repel attack, which we call defense. Third, force
may be used as an agent of law and order, which we call police
force.
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. Force used for aggression is wholly wrong, for it means the
aggressor is judge, jury and executioner in his own cause, and
that has long since been outlawed by civilized nations, not only
within their own borders but within all political subdivisions
within their borders.
Force for defense is either wholly good or a necessary evil
and must exist as long as the possibility of aggression exists.
Otherwise a nation courts the tragedy of defeat, dissolution and
enslavement.
Police force is wholly good, for it is the force used to bring
· the culprit before the law, and law or reason then takes its
normal course. Theodore Roosevelt once said, "The function
of a battleship is to pound the enemy into insensibility"; and
there is no place in that aggressive procedure for reason to
play a part. The policeman, on the other hand, uses the minimum, not the maximum, amount of force, not to pound the culprit into insensibility, but to bring him alive before the court
and then the court pronounces sentence on the basis of reason
and justice. The policeman is nothing but a necessary agent
of a court of justice.
MR. PRESIDENT, so far as we can understand her present actions, Russia is building up her armed forces and is prepared
to use them for aggression. We may be wrong in this, but the
evidence is strong, if not overwhelming, that her aim is to extend her political ideologies to the outside world and thus eventually abolish capitalism, if not democracy. The American
people, MR. PRESIDENT, know that you are not asking them to
arm for aggression. There is not a good American who accuses
you of this. But at the present moment you are evidently not
thinking much beyond the forces that may b·e used for defense.
You are making preparedness the prime goal, which is not preparedness for peace but preparedness for defense in war.
Then what shall be done, MR. PRESIDENT? If our statesmen
take the view that military strength is sufficient to preserve peace,
and public opinion supports them in that policy, they therefore
must in effect resign to the military men the ultimate control
of our foreign affairs. So I say honor the aviators, soldiers
and sailors for risking their lives in our behalf when we call
upon them. But I say dishonor the statesmen of America who
call upon them to make these sacrifices, when for infinitely
less expenditure of time, money and effort they could work out
aµd maintain a world order with power enough actually to
abolish war.
Then, MR. PRESIDENT, let the United States form its foreign
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policy on two main issues: first, to help establish world government with an international police force which will bring any
culprit, individual or nation before a revised and strengthened
United Nations; and second, to prepare to wage war if war
comes before ·world government can be established.
So I urge you, MR. PRESIDENT, to have your representative
at the Assembly and Council of the United Nations urge the
calling of a constitutional convention under Article 109 of the
Charter to revise the Charter so that there will be at the earliest
possible moment a world government with power to make, interpret and enforce laws for peace on earth.
A United Nations as now constituted cannot maintain peace
for the reason that it is a league of sovereign nations in which
each nation is equally sovereign in the same area. It has no
worlcj. laws and no power to enforce them even if they existed.
Its charter is a multilateral treaty signed by fifty-eight separate nations, each one of which by the specific provisions of
the charter has the sovereign right at any time of deciding
whether it will make war.
If you will now, MR. PRESIDENT, take your stand on this
issue, proclaiming to the world that the only ultimate way to
bring peace on earth is to develop the fifty-eight members of
the United Nations from a league of sovereign nations into a
world government with direct power to tax, conscript and otherwise make · and enforce laws over the individual within the
states as the United States government has done over the individuals within the forty-eight states-then you could say
that in view of the pending establishment of such a perfected
United Nations we will take whatever steps may be necessary
to be strong if attack comes to us from the aggression of any
other nation.
If you will take such a stand, MR. P .RESIDENT, you will have
taken the noblest, the soundest and the most advanced position for security, justice and peace that any president of the
United States has ever taken. Such a statement on your part,
MR. PRESIDENT, pointing out the constitutional way to peace
as the first objective of the United States foreign policy would
largely dissolve the difference of opinion among our people
as to the wisdom of the present preparedness program. If they
were convinced that you really mean to make your supreme
effort while you are in office the establishment of world government here and now on earth, they would almost surely unite
on any adequate defense program. If, however, your main
efforts for peace begin and end with your defense program,
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many will feel such a program is inadequate in this atomic era
and they will fight you on that issue.
If you elect to champion this dual program, it may either
elect you or defeat you as a candidate for President of the
United States. If you are reelected, you will have four years
more of leadership to carry out your great design. If, however,
you are defeated, you will still have the acclaim of millions of
mankind as well as the personal satisfaction of having done
more than any living man to put this great ideal into the minds
and hearts of your fellow-men. For ideals, once expressed,
never die. Ideals are the nearest thing to perfection in this
imperfect world, and perfection breeds faster in the hearts and
minds of men than anything else.
Theodore Roosevelt once said to me that a man who is or
has been president of the United States should not be asked
to pioneer in initiating movements, however good; let others
sow the seed, but let him reap the harvest. MR. PRESIDENT, the
issue of world government has gone far beyond the stage of
sowing the seed. To mention but a few signs of the times: sixteen state legislatures have now passed resolutions urging some
form of world government; two bills for world government are
now pending in Congress sponsored by leading senators and representatives; in the new French Constitution there is a clause
permitting France to part with some of its sovereignty when a
world government is established; Foreign Minister Bevin of
Great Britain has said he will sit down with you or anyone at
any time to work out the details of a world government; there
is a large national organization with branches in most of our
states urging the establishment of a world government. So the
idea is already receiving recognition, not only in high and responsible places, but it is sinking more deeply every day into
the hearts and minds of the people.
Nearly one hundred years ago Victor Hugo prophesied that
the day would come when the only battlefield would be the
market opening to commerce and the mind opening to new
ideas. MR. PRESIDENT, nothing will do so much to hasten the
coming of that day as for the United States to lead in the establishment of a world government. It is our privilege and duty
to do this, not alone because it will help to bring us and the
world nearer the golden days of peace, but for a higher reason.
The supreme issue before the world today is really spiritual. It
is how to substitute reason for force, right for might, harmony
for discord in the conduct of human affairs. We now have the
United Nations, the farthest step yet taken, it is true, by the
9

nations for peace; yet it is but a confederation of sovereign
states which is disintegrating before our eyes, as the confederation of sovereign states of North America disintegrated after
the winning of our War of Revolution.
When our forefathers met at Independence Hall more than
a century and a half ago, they took no counsel of cowardice but
mutually pledged their lives, their fortunes and their sacred
honor to the document they framed. And what happened? The
United States of America happened. So now let us, under
your leadership, take no counsel of cowardice but mutually
pledge our lives, our fortunes and our sacred honor to the
establishment of a world government. We may have to set
it up at first without Russia and her satellites, as the United
States was set up before New York, Virginia, South Carolina and Rhode Island joined. But sooner or later all the outside nations will come in, and then for the first time since
the Prince of Peace died on Calvary to make men free, the
world will be united in one government of universal brotherhood, cooperation will succeed competition, faith will supplant
fear, and we shall see the dawning of blessed peace on earth
and good will towards men.
Is all this theory? No, MR. PRESIDENT, it is the greatest practical issue before the human race, for we now live in an atomic
age; and if we only prepare for another world war, and not for
peace, when that war comes its destructiveness may be so terrible as virtually to destroy civilization itself.
MR. PRESIDENT, you have said, "We cannot have lasting peace
unless a genuine rule of world law is established and enforced."
Brave and prophetic words. Now let deeds follow words. Away
with doubt, delay and hesitation! Away with the self-delusion
that makes excuses for nonaction when the bomb ticks louder.
MR. PRESIDENT, your hour has struck. It is not yet too late,
but it cannot be much later.
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